ABSTRACT Satisfaction at work has become a widespread focus of researchers. The Gallup Q12 Workplace Audit is an instrument that measures employee engagement on a 12-item scale. The aim of this exploratory study was to revisit the validity and reliability of the Gallup Workplace Audit (GWA) as a measure of employee engagement in a petrochemical company. Furthermore, the study aimed to determine whether the GWA, which is an international survey, can be used effectively in South Africa. A cross-sectional survey design with an accidental sample (N = 2 588) was used. First results showed that none of the items needed to be eliminated from the scale, and that the scale itself had a very high reliability. Descriptive statistics such as frequency counts were used to describe the sample. Acceptable internal consistency was reached through an exploratory factor analysis which resulted in a one-factor model of work engagement. The results confirmed that this international survey can be utilised effectively in the South African context. Recommendations for future research conclude this article.
INTRODUCTION
Organisations are continuously grappling with the challenge of remaining competitive (Koyuncu et al. 2006) . This challenge has heightened performance pressures and has led to the introduction of new technological advances in operations and management, an increasingly diverse workforce and the globalisation of business (Burkea and Ngbe 2006) . It has become more evident to organisational leaders that their human resources are key to increasing their productivity, more than other competitive resources such as technology, capital and products (Lawler 2003; Burke and Cooper 2005) .
Organisations have traditionally been relying on financial and business measures to measure their performance, value and health (Koyuncu et al. 2006) . Although financial measures such as profitability, revenue and cash flow remain important indicators of business performance, the so-called "soft", human-orientated leadership-styles and measures such as employee wellness, attitudes and perceptions are gaining greater recognition (Müller and Turner 2010) . It is because of this that people engagement in business performance is becoming part of strategy formulation in businesses.
Deloitte surveyed 531 South African human resource and non-human resource executives around the world to understand people issues facing companies (De Beer 2007) . More than 85% of the participants said that people were vital to all aspects of a company's performance, particularly to strategic challenges such as responding to increased competition, developing new products and services, and dealing with advances in technology. The survey further indicated that more than 60% of senior business executives already considered people issues "very significant" or "highly significant" to strategic decision making and that this figure was expected to reach 90% in the next three to five years. Joo and Mclean (2006) support the view and state that engaged employees are strategic for sustained competitive advantage.
However, waves of downsizing, increasing employer demands, growing job disenchantment and the continuous introduction of new technologies have taken their toll. According to Conradie (2005) , South African and international research across industries consistently reveals that a minority of workers -on average 20% -are passionate about their jobs and committed to their organisations. He further states that the annual Deloitte "Best Company to Work For" survey has revealed a significant trend, namely that for the past four years job satisfaction has consistently been ranked as the most critical element in competitive advantage. Job satisfaction, in turn, is related to employee engagement (Demerouti and Cropanzano 2010) . A meta-analysis conducted by the Gallup Organisation concluded that the most profitable work units of companies have people who do what they do best, work with people they like and have a strong sense of psychological ownership of the outcomes of their work (Shuck 2011) .
The interest in employee engagement has grown significantly in recent years (Saks 2006) . A number of studies have shown that employee engagement predicts employee outcomes, organisational success and financial performance (Truss et al. 2013 ). According to a 2004 highperformance workforce study (Arnott and Soobiah 2007a) , there is a strong correlation between financial performance and the priority that organisations place on human capital development. Blanchard (2007) states that high-performing organisations channel the energy of everyone in the organisation towards a triple bottom line: provider of choice, employer of choice and investment of choice. Being the employer of choice means finding ways to attract and retain competent workers. Today's workers generally want more from their employers. They seek opportunities to make contributions that are valued and rewarded, involve and empower them, develop skills, advance their position and allow them to make a difference (Blanchard 2007) .
There is growing evidence that competitive organisations need to treat their employees as an integral part of business so as to tap their full potential (Parker 2008) . New economy leadership requires of organisations to craft their business and engage people in a way that will create spaces and places that offer compelling and joyful opportunities that will allow people to flourish (Nel 2008) .
To summarise, there can be little doubt that employee engagement is the issue of the moment (Employee Engagement Report 2006). Organisations around the world are trying to engage employees so as to enhance their performance and improve business outcomes. There is also growing interest in employee engagement in South Africa, and for the same reason as elsewhere. This creates the need to determine whether international surveys can be used effectively in South Africa. Since the GWA is a prime example of such surveys, this exploratory study set out to investigate its applicability to our country.
Work Engagement
Much of what has been written about employee engagement comes from practitioner literature and consulting firms, that is, from practice rather than theory and empirical research (Robinson et al. 2004 ). Bhatnagar (2007) states that the confusion in the literature regarding employee engagement relates to overlapping constructs such as organisational commitment, intrinsic motivation, and employee involvement, passion and dedication to work. Notwithstanding, Saks's (2006: 613) research on the antecedents and consequences of employee engagement concludes that "employee engagement is a meaningful construct that is worthy of future research".
Webster (2011) confirms the credo of "heads, hands and hearts" with regard to talent management. It is hearts (or passion, a person's intrinsic motivation) that are the essence of employee engagement. Vale (2011: 1) states that "employee engagement goes beyond satisfaction and motivation; engaged employees give of their best and have a contagious enthusiasm; are advocates of their company, and invest extra effort to go above and beyond their given role". Mollen and Wilson (2010) state that the Gallup organization defines engagement as an individual's involvement, satisfaction, and enthusiasm for work where individuals are emotionally connected to others at work and are cognitively vigilant. According to Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) , such a relationship evolves over time and produces mutual trust, loyalty and commitment, but only as long as the parties abide by certain rules of exchange. Rothbard (2001) also defines engagement as psychological presence, but goes further by stating that it involves two critical components: attention and absorption. According to Saks (2006) , burnout researchers such as Maslach et al. (2001) define engagement as the opposite or positive antithesis of burnout. According to Maslach et al. (2001) , engagement is characterised by energy, involvement and efficacy, the direct opposite of the three burnout dimensions of exhaustion, cynicism and inefficacy. Saks (2006) states that although the definition and meaning of engagement in the practitioner literature often overlap with the definition and meaning of other constructs, in the academic literature engagement has been defined as a distinct and unique construct that consists of cognitive, emotional and behavioural components that are associated with individual role performance.
From the above definitions it is clear that one central theme emerges which is that employee engagement is an emotional commitment the employee has to the organization and its goals, and not just relate to employee happiness or employee satisfaction.
On the other hand, disconnection of an employee from their work roles can be described as disengagement. This is mainly to protect themselves mentally and physically for perceived or real threats. This disconnection can be operationalized in terms of having to separate work life from home or outside activities or beliefs, a failure to find meaning in the work itself, a lack of belief in the purpose of the organization, or a sense that the individual is powerless to overcome stagnation and frustration in the work environment (Wollard 2011) . Luthans and Peterson (2002) cite findings that indicate that employees who are personally engaged (cognitively and/or emotionally) as opposed to those who are disengaged are not only more satisfied, but also more productive. This is similar to what Gallup has found using its empirically validated GWA in measuring engagement. A comparison of the GWA (Buckingham and Coffman 1999) with Kahn's (1990) theoretical dimensions of engagement shows an apparent conceptual fit, which fit provides theoretical grounding for a better understanding of employee engagement and for measuring employee engagement by means of the GWA.
Other Perspectives on Work Engagement
The Global Study of Employee Engagement, published by employee research and consulting firm ISR (International Survey Research), identifies four global drivers of employee engagement, namely leadership, career development, empowerment and image. ISR formally defines employee engagement as "a process by which an organization increases commitment and contribution of its employees to achieve superior business results". Engagement, according to ISR, is a combination of an employee's cognitive, affective and behavioural commitment to a company.
Andrew Brown of Mercer Delta Consulting views engagement as a progressive combination of satisfaction, motivation, commitment and advocacy resulting from an employee's movement up the engagement pyramid:
 Satisfaction, the most passive of measures, is what gets employees to show up for work.  Motivation is the buzz employees feel about their work and a desire to excel in it rather than just turn up.  Commitment is about feeling part of the wider company, in contrast to motivation, which works at an individual level.  Advocacy covers advocacy for the company and its products/services.  Engagement is a combination of all the preceding factors. An engaged worker is satisfied, motivated and committed, and is an advocate for the company and what it produces. Hewitt Associates describe engagement as "the measure of an employee's emotional and intellectual commitment to their organization and its success" -in other words, a hearts and minds philosophy. Hewitt views engagement as an outcome of an employee's organisational experience. Engagement is characterised by behaviours that are grouped into three categories: say, stay and strive:
 Say -employees speak positively about the organisation.  Stay -employees have an intense desire to be a member of the organisation despite other opportunities.  Strive -employees spend time, effort and energy to contribute to business success. The Corporate Leadership Council defines engagement as the extent to which employees commit to something or someone in their organisation -and how hard they try and how long they stay as a result of that commitment. Two types of commitment support effort:
 Rational commitment -the extent to which employees believe that managers, teams or the organisation is acting in their interest.  Emotional commitment -the extent to which employees value, enjoy and believe in their jobs, managers, teams or the organisation. This commitment has two outcomes:  Discretionary effort -employees' willingness to go beyond the call of duty, such as helping others with heavy workloads, volunteering for additional duties, and looking for ways to perform their jobs more effectively.  Intent to stay -employees' desire to stay with the organisation, based on whether they intend to look for a new job within a year, whether they frequently think of quitting, whether they are actively looking for a job or have begun to take tangible steps like making phone calls or sending out résumés.
Measuring Employee Engagement
Around 2002, the term "employee engagement" was used to describe a state of not only being satisfied with the job and workplace, but also giving one's best effort on a daily basis, and intending to stay (Branham 2006) . Using this definition, consulting firms such as Gallup, Hewitt and others developed employee engagement surveys to help companies measure what percentage of their workforces was truly enthusiastic, dedicated and committed -in other words, engaged. Since 2006, hundreds of companies across a broad range of sectors have been switching from traditional employee satisfaction surveys to engagement surveys (Branham 2006 ). Branham (2006: 1) is convinced that employee engagement "is superior to employee satisfaction as a measure, because it sets a higher standard of what we want and expect from the workforce".
The Employee Engagement Report (2006), which covers research on 714 surveys across the three major geographic regions (North America, Europe, and Asia-Pacific) holds that there are two approaches to the issue of employee engagement:
 Programmatic -employee engagement is addressed through dedicated programmes or initiatives. Employee engagement surveys and special index scores focusing on the lowest performing survey items are used.  Philosophical -employee engagement is an interesting management philosophy that is taken into consideration in human resource practices. The focus is on delivering results in specific business priorities for the year. In general, companies with a dedicated employee engagement approach are more likely to use a tailored engagement survey to measure employees' level of engagement (46%) than those who view engagement as an overall philosophy (10%). However, a small percentage of the first group (8%) say they do not measure engagement levels at all. Large organisations in the study (with over 10 000 employees) are more likely to formally measure employee engagement than smaller organisations. Of the respondents of large companies, 81% said they used either a standard employee survey or a tailored employee engagement survey to evaluate levels of employee engagement, while 60% of the respondents of smaller companies used surveys for this purpose. Arnott and Soobiah (2007b) found in their 2004 high-performance workforce study that high-performing organisations used methods and tools that were critical to successful transformation, for example employee engagement. The Employee Engagement Report (2006) found that respondents who measured engagement were more likely to report higher engagement levels. One-quarter said that their employees were, on average, "highly engaged", compared to only half that percentage of those who did not measure engagement. Similarly, 32% of respondents who did not measure engagement estimated their engagement levels as low; only 15% of those measuring did the same.
Thus, based on the above results, it can be assumed that where companies have hard data, they are more likely to see high engagement levels, and less likely to see low engagement levels. This also suggests that measuring employee engagement is of importance if companies seek to engage their employees or wish to improve current employee engagement.
The Development of the Gallup Workplace Audit (GWA)
During the mid-1980s, the Gallup Organisation decided to create a better feedback process for employers large and small: an opinion-based tool that would both release and direct the powers of feedback. The primary goal was to identify and measure the elements of worker engagement that were most powerfully linked to improved business outcomes -be they sales, growth, productivity, customer loyalty and so forth -and the generation of value. It began with conducting focus group interviews in var-ious companies across various industries. Each focus group included employees from each company's most productive departments. Over the last 25 years Gallup has been conducting thousands of such focus group interviews.
From the focus group interviews Gallup developed comprehensive surveys, including questions related to all aspects of employees' work experiences. These surveys were then administered to over a million employees (Buckingham and Coffman 1999 This factor addressed issues relating to the employees' sense of commitment to the company and to its customers, such as the employees' pride in the company, likelihood to recommend the company to friends as a place to work, likelihood to stay with the company for their whole career, and desire to provide excellent service to customers. Following this factor analysis, various regression analyses were performed on the data to identify some of the most powerful questions within the data set. The result was a 12-question survey in which employees are asked to rate their responses to each question on a Likert-type scale of one to five. These 12 questions are then subjected to a confirmatory factor analysis (see Buckingham and Coffman 1999) . These questions can be pictured as a mountain climb from the moment an employee assumes a new role to the moment of full engagement in that role. The climb has four stages: 1) Base camp: "What do I get?" When employees start a new role, they want to know what is expected of them and what they will get from this role. This then leads to Camp 1. 2) Camp 1: "What do I give?" At this stage employees focus on their individual contributions and how other people perceive them (that is, whether others value their performance or not). 3) Camp 2: "Do I belong here?" At this stage of the climb employees want to know whether they fit here or not. 4) Camp 3: "How can we all grow?" This is the most advanced stage of the climb.
Here employees want to make things better, to learn, to grow, to innovate. In essence, Gallup has empirically determined employee engagement to be a significant predictor of desirable organisational outcomes (Luthans and Peterson 2002: 377) , such as customer satisfaction, retention, productivity and profitability (see Buckingham and Coffman 1999) .
The above discussion leads to the following hypothesis:
Work engagement, as measured by the GWA, can be defined as a four-dimension construct with acceptable levels of internal consistency for each of its sub-scales.
METHOD

Research Design
The study used a cross-sectional research design. Cross-sectional designs are appropriate where groups of subjects at various stages of development are studied simultaneously (Leedy and Ormrod 2013) .
Participants
All employees (7500) of a South African petrochemical company were targeted. A total of 2 588 questionnaires were returned, with all found usable for data analysis. This represents a 34.50% response rate, given that there were 2 588 potential respondents (see Table 1 ).
As for the demographic breakdown of the company, the questionnaire only made provision for the inclusion of information on the individual's job level, organisation and years in po-sition, and actual division, department and area. This breakdown is presented in Table 1 . 
Procedure
The assessment of levels of employee engagement is a biannual event in the company from which the sample was drawn. As such, this assessment is endorsed by the executive leadership, and has also been agreed to by key stakeholders such as organised labour. The process is overseen and managed by a shared services company. Employees are alerted to the biannual assessment by means of an e-mail and daily shop floor forums informing them that the questionnaire is to be distributed. An ethical procedure is followed by ensuring anonymity in their participation, as well as informed consent and the right to withdraw or not partake in the survey.
Employees who have internet and/or e-mail access (more than half the workforce) receive the questionnaire electronically and submit the data directly to a server of an external service provider. This further ensures that they cannot be identified, nor can responses be tampered with. The other employees receive printed questionnaires via the human resource unit, which receives the completed questionnaires in sealed envelopes. As names are not required, confidentiality is maintained. The paper questionnaires are delivered to an independent external research organisation that captures and verifies the data. The electronic and paper data are then collated into one data set that is analysed and reported on per division. The raw data are not returned to the client company. Changes in trends are however tracked by comparing the results of each survey with the results of previous surveys.
Measuring Instrument
For the purpose of this study, one survey form was used, namely the Gallup Workplace Audit that measures employee engagement. This instrument was developed from the 1950's through a series of management research with thousands of focus group interviews (Vale 2011) . It consists of an overall organisational satisfaction item and 12 employee engagement items that measure the respondents' perceptions of their workplace. During the 1980s, the survey was reduced from 100-200 items to just thirteen statements, known as the GWA or Q12 (Vale 2011). or Q12. T The responses to the 12 items are registered on a five-point scale varying from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A metaanalysis of 4 172 business units (Harter 1999 ) obtained a Cronbach's alpha of 0.91. A study by Janse van Rensburg (2005) on the relationship between leadership styles and work-related attitudes reported a Cronbach's alpha of 0.90 (based on an aggregate data set with N = 36).
Statistical Analysis
All statistical analyses were performed with the 15.0.0 version of the SPSS software application. Descriptive statistics such as frequency counts were used to describe the sample.
Scale reliability was determined by means of a Cronbach's alpha coefficient. Sampling adequacy and sphericity were measured through the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity respectively. The underlying structure of the questionnaire was determined by principal component analyses with varimax rotation. Coetsee (2006) , it is required to conduct the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) and the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity tests before factor anal-ysis can proceed. The results of the KMO for the WGA are reported in Table 2 . Hair et al. (1998) state that a result of 0.6 and higher is required for the MSA to be acceptable. From Table 2 it is clear that the data set complied with the requirements for sampling adequacy (0.956) and sphericity, and could thus be subjected to factor analysis.
RESULTS
According to
Since the KMO and Bartlett's test indicated that the sample was adequate, the next step was to perform a factor analysis on the 12 items. First, a matrix of intercorrelations between the 12 items was set up. Secondly, a principal component analysis was conducted based on the matrix of intercorrelations. The results are displayed in Table 3 .
Analysis of the eigenvalues (larger than 1) showed that only one factor could be extracted, which explained 54% of the total variance. This result excluded the need for a second-order factor analysis (see Allyn and Yen 1979; Kaplan 1987; Kerlinger 1992; Schepers 1992; Gregory 1996; Hair et al. 1998; Kerlinger and Lee 2000) .
Because previous studies (Langford 2009; Havenga et al. 2011 ) confirmed a four-factor solution for the GWA, and a one-factor solution did not make sense, it was decided to specify the four factors. A principal component analysis with a varimax rotation with Kaizer normalisation was used to analyse the factor structure of the GWA. The results are reported in Table 4 .
Inspection of the rotated factor structure shows that, by using this method of analysis, the four factors extracted may be labelled as follows, based on the clustering of the items in each of the four factors. The first factor (labelled Clarity on required contribution) included the following items: I have the materials and equipment to do my work right (0.796); I know what is expected of me at work (0.772); I do know what this company wants to achieve (0.565); At work, I have the opportunity to do what I do best every day (0.447).
The second factor (labelled Opportunity to development) included the following items: Over the past six months I have made progress at work (0.837); I have opportunities to learn and grow at work (0.710); Someone at work encourages my development (0.556).
The third factor (labelled Personal recognition) included the following items: In the last seven days, I have received recognition or praise for doing good work (0.851); At work, my opinions seem to count (0.535); I know that there are people at work that care about me (0.5).
The fourth and last factor (labelled Quality of relationships) included the following items: I have really good friends at work (0.847) and I share a sense of commitment to the work I do with my colleagues (0.638). Next, a reliability analysis of the GWA was conducted to determine the consistency of measurement. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was used to measure the internal consistency reliability of the instruments and to determine how repeatable the results were (Kerlinger and Lee 2000) . According to Cortina (1993) , a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.70 or higher is considered to be acceptable. The results of the reliability analysis are shown in Table 5 .
This table shows that a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.923 was obtained for the 12 items, which confirms the reliability of the GWA. Next, an iterative item reliability analysis was conducted on the GWA. The results are reported in Table 6. Table 6 indicates that the items of the GWA had acceptable alphas, that is, above 0.70.
Based on the above results, the hypothesis was partially accepted.
DISCUSSION
The aim of this exploratory study was to revisit the validity and reliability of the GWA as a measure of employee engagement in a petrochemical company. A cross-sectional survey design with an accidental sample of N = 2 588 was used. Exploratory factor analysis resulted in a one-factor model of work engagement and showed acceptable internal consistency.
A review of the literature shows that the construct itself has a variety of definitions, models and measurement approaches. Engagement is the extent to which employees commit " rationally or emotionally " to something or someone in the organisation, how hard they work as a result of this commitment, and how long they intend to stay with the organisation (Verwey 2007) . There is however general agreement that employee engagement is a significant variable in understanding individual satisfaction and organisational performance dimensions (Pfeffer 1998) .
This research was conducted in one organisation in South Africa. This was a significant advantage, since variances due to differences in organisational culture, leadership style and other factors that may impact on employee engagement were eliminated. Furthermore, as the survey was completed by all respondents over a period of two weeks, variances due to intraorganisational factors were minimal. The sample size of more than 2 588 respondents also means that issues of sampling adequacy were not a problem.
The data were first subjected to an item analysis to establish scale and item reliability. In keeping with the results of similar studies, it was found that none of the items needed to be eliminated from the scale, and that the scale itself had a very high reliability (Cronbach's alpha of 0.923). These results would seem to suggest that although the scale itself is highly reliable since it confirms previous studies (Harter 1999; Janse van Rensburg 2005; Vale 2011 ), the construct validity might be questionable.
Next, a factor analysis was performed to determine whether indeed the items reflected the GWA four-factor model. The analysis showed that the questionnaire was based on one factor only. Because one factor didn't make sense for the GWA, it was decided to force the extraction of four factors. This resulted in a factor structure that was very different from the four factors measured by the GWA. The four factors identified in this study were clarity on required contribution, opportunity to development, personal recognition and quality of relationships.
CONCLUSION
The GWA proved to be a valid and reliable measuring instrument of employee engagement. This confirms that an international survey can be utilised effectively in the South African context.
RECOMMENDATIONS
This study was the first of such scope in South Africa. It has therefore created a significant point of departure for similar research in this country. The fact that the results did not simply confirm the construct validity of the GWA approach to the definition and measurement of employee engagement makes for interesting and potentially valuable further research opportunities. From a practitioner perspective, it also implies that any approach to employee engagement requires significantly more thought to ensure that the definition and measurement of such engagement are applicable to the organisation and context in question.
For organisations wishing to measure employee engagement, the practical implications of the results are that, firstly, they need to be clear on their own understanding of the construct, and, secondly, they have to make sure that they identify through a rigorous process their own key drivers of employee engagement. The assumption that employee engagement is a generic construct with the same meaning across organisations and national cultures may not be true. The measurement of engagement with an international instrument may not yield the correct interpretation of engagement in South Africa. Organisations should rather consider finding means to measure key drivers of engagement applicable to their industry and their work context.
Given the comments on the limitations and practical implications of this study, additional research should be conducted to compare different measurement approaches to employee engagement, as well as to establish the degree to which employee engagement is influenced by organisational practices and national culture. Such research should answer the questions:
 Is employee engagement an organisationspecific construct?  Is employee engagement also a function of national culture?
Since only one GWA factor was identified in this sample of one organisation, the following are recommended:
 The reliability and validity of the GWA should be tested in various organisations per industry so as to determine whether the construct of engagement is similar across industries or relevant in certain industries only.  A quantitative study should be conducted to compile an engagement survey more relevant to the South African context.
LIMITATIONS
Although this study was robust from the perspective of sample size and statistical analysis, it may indeed have been useful to use other engagement surveys and include more than one organisation so as to verify construct validity. Organizations from other industries should also be tested and the degree to which employee engagement is influenced by organizational practices and organizational culture should be considered. This would have assisted in determining whether the lack of construct validity was specific to the Gallup instrument or whether it was related more to other influences, such as organisational or national culture.
